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Applicant's response January 26, 2007 has been carefully considered. To the 
examiner's disappointment, applicant did not address any comments as to how or why 
the prior art Zeng reference USP 6,094,930 (sharing an inventor with the current 
inventive entity) was not brought to the examiner's attention prior to first action or if the 
"follow-up" request with each of the applicants to detemiine if any other relevant prior art 
was known to applicants, as set forth in the first paragraph of the previous office action, 
ever occurred. The examiner wasted a great deal of time, otherwise better spent 
searching the prior art to others (i.e. non-applicant prior art), finding the Zeng reference. 
A proper examination in the extremely limited time allotted for searching occurs when 
an applicant cites the best prior art (known to him or her) pursuant to the statutes and 
regulations. 

Given the drastic change in what is being claimed in claim 27 and amended 
claim 12 relative to what was claimed in original claims 1 and 12, further discussion of 
the original rejections is deemed moot. As well some changes made with respect to 
claim 7 have changed, significantly, the scope of that claim. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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Claims 6, 12-15 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

When claims 12 and 28 are read in conjunction with one another, it is clear that 
the "heating loop" is^act the one that has refrigerant (compressed by compressor 154) 
circulated through it (see claim 12, last two lines and in claim 28, element 138 appears 
to be the only "dedicated evaporator'' that appears to be disclosed, even though it is not 
described as such in the specification). However when claims 12 and either claims 13 
or 14 are read in conjunction with one another, it becomes ambiguous as to whether the 
"cooling loop" circulates engine coolant or refrigerant. In claim 13, the "cooling loop" is 
claimed as having a reversing, valve (believed to be 150, by disclosure) that was not 
originally disclosed to be part of the "cooling loop" but rather part of the "heating loop." 
Claim 14, similarly refers to a plurality of power train components in the "heating loop" 
which do not exist in the "heating loop" by original disclosure (they only exist in the 
"cooling loop" as the examiner understands the original disclosure). Thus it is apparent 
that at least claims 13 and 14 constitute "new matter" and/or are mis-descriptive of the 
originally disclosed invention. Claims 12, 15 and 28 may also be "new matter" and/or 
mis-descriptive of the original invention to the extent that claims 13 and 14 can be 
construed to be descriptive of the originally disclosed invention. Either way these 
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inconsistent claims are not supported by the original disclosure and/or are mis- 
descriptive of it. 

Regarding claim 6, there is no original disclosure to support that heater 140 

humidifies the air. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C, 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 6, 7, 12-15 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

When claimsJ2 and 28 are read in conjunction with one another, it is clear that 
\A 

the "heating loop" is fact the one that has refrigerant (compressed by compressor 154) 
h 

circulated through it (see claim 12, last two lines and in claim 28, element 138 appears 
to be the only "dedicated evaporator" that appears to be disclosed, even though it is not 
described as such in the specification). However when claims 12 and either claims 13 
or 14 are read in conjunction with one another, it becomes ambiguous as to whether the 
"cooling loop" circulates engine coolant or refrigerant. In claim 13, the "cooling loop" is 
claimed as having a reversing valve (believed to be 150, by disclosure) that was not 
originally disclosed to be part of the "cooling loop" but rather part of the "heating loop." 
Claim 14, similarly refers to a plurality of power train components in the "heating loop" 
which do not exist in the "heating loop" by original disclosure (they only exist in the 
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"cooling loop" as the examiner understands the original disclosure). Thus it is apparent 
that at least claims 13 and 14 constitute "new matter" and/or are mis-descriptive of the 
originally disclosed invention. Claims 12, 15 and 28 may also be "new matter" and/or 
mis-descriptive of the original invention to the extent that claims 13 and 14 can be 
constmed to be descriptive of the originally disclosed invention. Either way these 
inconsistent claims are not supported by the original disclosure and/or are mis- 
descriptive of it. 

Regarding claim 6, there is no original disclosure to support that heater 140 
humidifies the air. 

Regarding claim 7, it is unclear how many "possible refrigeration loops" are 
created or what these possibilities are. Claim 7, lines 3-5 would suggest a "plurality" 
(taken to mean 2 or more) whereas claim 7, lines 1 1-12, would suggest "the at least 
one" would be sufficient. What are you claiming? These two recitations appear to be 
inconsistent, not to mention that the second recitation "the at least one" has no 
antecedent basis. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C, 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made In this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 
States. 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 12-15, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Burk et al 
(US 2001/0013409) alone or in view of Hansen (4,128,1 11). 

Burk shows a heating loop and a cooling loop. One of those loops circulates 
engine coolant and the other of those loops circulates refrigerant. Applicant's claimed 
HVAC unit is shown at 12, a heater core at 11, an evaporator 4 in thermal 
communication with the heater core 1 1 and a blower 13. Regarding claim 2, the 
claimed "heat exchanger" of claim 27 is shown at 15. Regarding claim 3, a separator 5 
is shown that has an arrangement of check valves 24a, 24b, 24c and 24d that permits 
bidirectional flow and each of these check valves is deemed to inherently have an 
orifice (where the valve element in the check valve and the seat in the check valve are 
closest to one another during operation of the device as evidenced by col. 1 , lines 23- 
25, 37 and 45 of Hansen, Hansen being relied in this part of the rejection only to show 
inherent disclosure in Burk). An outside heat exchanger 6 and the claimed "valve" 19 
and/or 20 is shown in Burk. Regarding the accumulator claimed in claim 7. see 
accumulator 5* and 4-way reversing valve 19 of Burk. 
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If an orifice is not deemed inherent in each of the check valves 24a-24d of Burk, 
to have constructed Burk's check valves to have an orifice as taught by Hanson in col. 
1, lines 23-25, 37 and 45 would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
advantageously make an operable check valve, it being submitted that it would be 
impossible to make a check valve without some sort of orifice. 

Claims 3, 4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Burk as applied to claim 2, 3, 6, 7, 12-15, 27 and 28 above, and further in view of 
Zeng et al (USP 6,094,930). 

To have replaced the separator 5 and associated hardware of Burk with the 
orifice separator 82 and associated hardware of Zeng to perform the functions 
described in regard to refrigerant circuit of Figures 14 and 15 of Zeng corresponding to 
the same functions in Burk would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
advantageously reduce the cost and improve performance and reliability (as explicitly 
taught by Zeng col. 2. lines 44-48, incorporated here by reference). 

Claims 8-1 1 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 

A 

limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Applicanfs amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John K. Ford whose telephone number is 571-272-4911. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Cheryl Tyler can be reached on 571-272-4834. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. /\ 
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